-Introduction
The increasing educational attainment of women has been accompanied by higher levels of female participation in the labour market (DiPrete, 2009) , the development of a political climate promoting gender equality at work (Esping-Andersen, 2009) , and a somewhat more egalitarian domestic division of labour (Gershuny and Fisher, 2000) . However, despite steady falls in occupational sex-segregation during the 20 th century, men and women differ widely in the types of occupations they hold (Jacobs, 1989; Hakim, 1994; Perales, 2010a) . In addition, the sex-composition of occupations has important consequences for pecuniary outcomes, career prospects and working conditions, and workers in occupations in which women predominate are consistently disadvantaged in these and other labour market aspects (Glass, 1990; Rosenfeld, 1992; England et al, 1994; Perales, 2010b) . Since an individual's labour market position is significantly entrenched with his social and family status, the consequences of the sex-segregation of occupations may extend to other settings (Preston, 1999) , such as migration behaviour in the context of the family.
In the literature linking employment and migration emphasis has been placed on human capital aspects and career prospects (Blau and Duncan, 1967; Mulder, 1993; Van Ham, 2002; Huinink et al, 2010) . However, little is known about the effects of occupations on the decision to move. In the case of family migration, evidence on the effect of investmentoriented characteristics of the spouses on geographic mobility is still inconclusive, and some authors have suggested that occupational characteristics may be important in promoting or deterring different types of migration. Recent research has started to explore the impact of occupational characteristics on household migration (e.g. Shauman and Noonan, 2007; Brandén, 2009; Shauman, 2010) , but it has not yet considered the potential effects of the sexcompositions of occupations. This may be important if the different valuation within society of male and female-dominated lines of work enters the decision making process which precedes family migration.
This article adds to the existing literature by explicitly theorising and later testing the direct and indirect effects of occupational sex-segregation on couples' decisions to move. The addition of occupational characteristics to models of family migration is also a novelty among studies focusing on Britain. In our empirical analysis we use random effects models of family migration estimated using panel data for couples from the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS) merged with occupational-level information from the UK Labour Force Survey (LFS). Results suggest that a majority of the effects of occupational sex-segregation on family migration is mediated by socio-economic and occupational characteristics of the spouses, while other occupational-level properties such as the potential for wage growth and career advancement are significantly related to different types of family moves.
-Literature review

-Motivation
Research linking family migration and occupational (sex-)segregation is scarce, although their potential interactions have been apparent in the literature for many years. The first article to hypothesise a relationship is Long (1974) , one of the most widely referenced pieces of work in the migration literature. In his concluding paragraph the author states that: (Long, 1974, p.348, brackets added) Although the recent rise in women's educational and occupational achievement seriously questions whether their occupational choices depend on their perceptions of the future workrelated mobility of their husbands, Long's assertion that occupations in which women predominate share characteristics which may affect migration deserves more attention. Later publications have regularly echoed this claim, placing occupational sex-segregation in the 'to do' list of migration research (e.g. Mincer, 1978; Morrison and Lichter, 1988; Pratt, 1991, 1995; Halfacree, 1995; Gordon, 1995; Cooke, 2003; Cooke et al, 2009 ). Spitze (1984) makes a call to "focus on more precise occupational […] histories for specific subgroups of women" (p.34), while Bailey and Cooke (1998) suggest that families' postmigration employment experiences depend on previous work choices and that "further research should address questions of […] occupational concentration" (p.115) . Similarly, in his comprehensive review Greenwood (1997) warns about how little research has focused on the characteristics of migrants' jobs before and after a move, especially in relation to non-monetary aspects of employment, even though these have been shown to be important (Morrison and Lichter, 1988) .
"[i]t might even be argued that the husband's migration influences not only the career development of the wife but also the initial choice of occupation. Such occupations as elementary school teaching, nursing and secretarial work are traditional occupations for women. They are also fairly readily transferrable from one area to another and can be practiced in almost any part of the country [US]. It may be that the geographical transferability of these occupations has played a part in their perpetuation as favourite career choices for women"
-Why do families move?
Family migration research has demonstrated a strong link between migration decisions within the family and the employment circumstances of the spouses. Two different sets of theories coexist within this literature: those which assume gender symmetry in family migration decisions and those which assume gender asymmetry. Gender symmetry takes place when career investments (e.g. education or experience) pay equally for husband and wife. Therefore, the decision to move does not depend on the sex of the advantaged spouse but on the extent of the difference in career investments between the spouses. Gender asymmetry occurs when women experience a reduced pay-off for the same conditions, thus explaining lower rates of lead migration among wives even when they enjoy a better labour market position than their husbands.
From a rational choice perspective, human capital theory (HCT) offers a persuasive explanation of family migration in which different bargaining power between spouses is attributable to differences in personal investments in productivity-related labour market capacities (e.g. education, training or experience). Migration decisions are the outcome of rational calculations and migration occurs when the expected economic returns exceed all costs (Sjaastad, 1962) . 2 When extending migration to consider the family-household unit, returns are calculated as the perceived positive difference in family income between moving and staying (Polachek and Horvath, 1977; Mincer, 1978) . Therefore, a geographic move would occur even when one spouse suffers personal losses, provided these are counterbalanced by the gains of the other spouse. Mincer (1978) coins the term 'tied migrant' to refer to the spouse that, at the expense of hindering her own occupational aspirations, follows the partner for the sake of the family. Conversely, the spouse with better prospects for advancement through migration becomes a 'tied stayer' when his gains cannot compensate for the losses of the disadvantaged partner and migration does not occur.
Although this perspective assumes gender symmetry between spouses regarding family 2 Simpson (1992) extends the human capital theory of migration to account for spatial issues. In his approach, workplace mobility plays a key role and is conceptualised as a means to achieve occupational advancement in response to a combination of poor accessibility to suitable jobs in the local area (the spatial mismatch hypothesis) and unaffordable commuting costs. When these conditions occur, individuals may either migrate or suffer from underemployment (see also Van Ham, 2002) .
decisions, there is wide recognition that the model suitably matches women as tied migrants and other authors prefer to use gender-specific terms such as 'trailing wives' (Cooke, 2001) .
Also along the lines of gender symmetry, the resource theory of conjugal power (RT) asserts that the spouse who provides more resources to the household single-handedly makes migration decisions on behalf of the family (Blood and Wolfe, 1960; Rodman, 1972) . Due to their higher labour market participation and wages, husbands tend to be primary earners and decide on household economy matters, as labour income is generally considered the most valuable resource. Migration is not motivated by household wellbeing but for the career aspirations of the spouse which mainly supports the family income. Thus, RT departs from HCT insofar that family migration is justified even when household income is not maximized.
A third theoretical perspective casts doubts upon the gender symmetry assumption implicit in the above accounts and draws attention to the social roles attributed to men and women in contemporary societies. The gender-role theory (GRT) of family migration questions that husbands' and wives' careers are valued equally in the decision-making process. Based on sociological theories of gender relations, GRT maintains that decisions over family migration are gender-asymmetric, that husbands' career prospects dominate over wives' and that couples' gender-role attitudes towards the 'provider role' mediate the decision to move geographically. Empirical evidence supports these assertions showing that married women are less willing to move for their own occupational advancement than their husbands (Markham and Pleck, 1986) ; that families move in response to economic motivations on the part of the husband even when wives have higher educational or occupational attainment (Shihadeh, 1991) ; and that husbands with traditional views seem indifferent to wives' potential migration-related job losses (Bielby and Bielby, 1992) .
The contradictions between these theoretical perspectives highlight the need to further explore the determinants and gender symmetry of family migration decisions. The structural explanation (StE) of household migration initiated by Shauman and Noonan (2007) rests on the fact that men and women work in different occupations, which needs to be considered when comparing their labour market situations. Therefore, analyses of family migration would be incomplete without taking this into account, since consistent differences in the occupational choices of men and women may explain why husbands and wives tend to be assigned different roles in family moves.
Taking the challenge posited by Long (1974) we complement previous research by focusing on the characteristics of the occupations held by husbands and wives to provide a holistic explanation of the family migration process, with an emphasis on the role of the sexcomposition of occupations. The next section summarizes the limited body of empirical literature on the relationship between occupational sex-segregation, occupational characteristics and geographic mobility.
-Previous empirical literature
To our knowledge, few articles have tested the influence of occupational characteristics on migration empirically, and none has focused directly on the sex-composition of occupations. Hanson and Pratt (1991) examine the relationship between occupational sex-composition and willingness to relocate over a long distance for occupational advancement.
Using data from open-ended interviews on a sample of 526 households in Massachusetts (US), they find that 17% of coupled women working in female-dominated occupations are willing to relocate for their own career advancement, compared to 26% in integrated occupations and 35% in male-dominated occupations. However, these differences are not as great as those found between men (59%) and women (23%).
Using UK LFS data, Gordon (1995) includes the ratio of female to male workers in the job (not the occupation) as an explanatory variable in models of (a) experiencing work-related residential mobility, (b) becoming a 'sponsored' mover and (c) becoming an 'unsponsored' mover ('sponsorship' is defined as working for the same employer after migration). He finds that job feminization is positively associated with the probability of becoming a tied mover and a unsponsored job-related mover, while it has no relation with the propensity to become a sponsored mover. These findings are interpreted as suggesting that female-dominated jobs are often found in secondary labour markets in which vacancies tend to be filled through local hiring practices. However, the gender composition of the job had a relatively small impact on the propensities to undertake each type of move relative to other individual-level factors such as gender.
More recently, Brandén (2009) analyses the determinants of internal migration in Sweden controlling for detailed occupational divisions. Controlling for occupation in detail allows her to successfully identify the individual effect of each occupational grouping on the probability of migrating while also estimating more accurately the effect of other factors such as education. However, this modelling strategy cannot tell us what these different occupations have in common (for example their sex-composition) and how this affects the probability that an individual experiences a geographic move. Her results show that women's mobility is more influenced by husbands' occupations than the reverse and that, even after controlling for occupational differences, it is the man's and not the woman's education that increases mobility.
Finally, Shauman (2010) explores gender symmetry in household migration in the US. She identifies four occupational characteristics which may explain the predominance of husbandled moves. These are the prevalence of migration in the occupation, its potential for earnings growth, its geographic ubiquity and its specific unemployment rate. Although Shauman's main results show that occupational-level characteristics cannot explain gender differences in the determinants of family migration, several of the occupational indicators are statistically significant, which is consistent with the StE. However, given her interest in gender differences, it is surprising that the proportion of females in the occupation is not used to explore the effect of occupational feminization on migration directly.
-The effects of occupational sex-segregation on family migration
In this section we use past literature to formulate testable hypotheses on the conditions under which occupational sex-segregation could affect the migration behaviour of couples.
We separate these effects into two types. 'Indirect' or 'mediated' effects are driven by occupational and individual characteristics asymmetrically distributed across different occupational sex-types or by the selection of certain women into female-dominated occupations. 'Direct' or 'causal' effects are intrinsic to the sex-composition of the occupation and a product of distinct treatment of individuals working in different occupational sex-types in the intra-couple negotiation preceding migration. We also derive a hypothesis about the relative weight attached to the occupational characteristics of the husband and the wife.
Occupational sex-segregation may have a causal effect on family migration if the femininity of the work itself has an effect on family migration decisions. Sociologists have long discussed the existence of a sex-bias in the social construction of the value of work, which is vastly influenced by the traditional patriarchal order of modern industrialized societies. Higher subjective value is attributed to 'male' activities, skills, occupations, etc.
while traditionally 'female' lines of work are consistently undervalued. Discrimination does not [only] take place against individuals but against certain types of jobs defined primarily by the demographic characteristics of their incumbents (Maume, 1999) . The empirical literature on comparable worth has found penalties for those employed in female-dominated occupations in both pecuniary and non-pecuniary employment outcomes net of objective measures of occupational worth (e.g. Glass, 1990; England et al, 1994) . Similarly, experimental research has shown that both men and women assign more worth and prestige to equal work when done by men (Bose and Rossi, 1983; Deaux, 1985; McArthur, 1985) and that men and women differ in their sense of personal entitlement (Major et al, 1984 However, there are three sets of factors other than the devaluation of female-dominated lines of work which may explain any observed impacts of the sex-composition of occupations on family migration. We discuss these in turn.
First, the effects of occupational sex-segregation on migration could be explained by occupations with different sex-compositions having particular characteristics which promote or deter job mobility as a means for occupational achievement and facilitate or impede job relocation as a tied migrant. Female-dominated occupations have been argued to be easily transferrable geographically and to have flatter wage-tenure profiles (Long, 1974; Mincer, 1978; Spitze, 1984; Gordon, 1995; Cooke, 2003) . Therefore, there are few incentives for workers in these occupations to move geographically, as the probability of benefiting from doing so is low. 3 Also, the job costs associated with tied migration are lower for people in these occupations, as such occupations are easy to retain after migration. Consequently, individuals working in occupations with different sex-segregation would exhibit different patterns of geographic mobility, but occupational feminization would only capture other occupational properties influencing migration.
Second, the literature illustrates that individuals working in occupations with different sexcompositions tend to have different socio-economic characteristics. Although the associates of occupational feminization are contested, the latter has been shown to be negatively correlated with factors known to promote lead migration and to deter tied migration, such as wages (England et al, 1994) , education (Polachek, 1981) , labour market experience (Duncan and Hoffman, 1979) , job specialization and on-the-job training (Tam, 1997) , or full-time work (Beller, 1982) . Therefore, it is possible that any effects of the sex-segregation of occupations on family migration are compositional, and a product of the distribution of demographic traits and work-related characteristics across workers in different occupational sex-types.
Third, empirical research has found that migrants are a selected sample of the population (Borjas et al, 1992; Cooke and Bailey, 1996) and that long-distance migration is often the result of extended job search and a desire for upward social mobility (Sjaastad, 1962; Mincer, 1978) . Consequently, less committed, motivated and career-oriented individuals are less likely to initiate a geographic move, and also more likely to become tied migrants, since their low job attachment will not prevent moves which only benefit the partner's career. Besides, such individuals are most often found either out of employment or in occupations requiring lower investments. 4 It has been argued that female-dominated occupations offer more flexible work arrangements (Filer, 1989) , better opportunities to reconcile domestic and paid work (Polachek, 1981) , and require shorter commuting distances (Hanson and Pratt, 1995) . Thus, it is possible that working wives with unobserved characteristics which make them less committed towards their careers select into female-dominated occupations. If so, the choice to work in these occupations would be endogenous in the family migration decision and should simultaneously elicit migration and occupational change towards less feminized occupations. The latter will only hold in cases of underemployment (i.e. when the worker's education, experience and/or skills are superior to those required in her current occupation). 4 Some studies have analysed the effects of the selection of women into employment in the context of family migration and suggested that these do not explain why families are more likely to move long distances when the wife is not employed (Cooke and Bailey, 1999 
-Data
We use two different nationally representative datasets: the British Household Panel to study events such as residential mobility which have an inherent time element (Buck, 2000) , making the BHPS a better choice than other large-scale datasets such as the UK Census or the LFS. In addition the BHPS contains information that is particularly important in studying migration, such as distance moved, reported reasons for the move and migration preferences.
5
Our multivariate analyses are based on a sample of dual-earner married or cohabitating heterosexual couples in which both spouses are of working age (18 to 64 for men and 18 to 59 for women) 6 . We restrict the sample to observations from couples which remain together and share a common residence for at least 2 years (see Rabe, 2006) and exclude those experiencing transitions to separate primary residences (i.e. living apart together) or whose partnership dissolves after the move, as these are processes competing with family migration (Boyle et al, 2008) . Couples with either spouse in full-time education, in self-employment, retired, permanently sick, disabled or in the armed forces are excluded. 7 We utilize seventeen waves of the BHPS covering the period 1991-2007 which provide a sample size of around 2,500 couples and just over 14,000 couple-year observations. 8 We use dyadic couple-year observations as the unit of analysis because doing so avoids using duplicate information in the analysis and more accurately captures the effect of spousal differences in investmentoriented characteristics (Boyle et al, 2001; Shauman, 2010) .
The LFS is a quarterly survey of individuals living at a random sample of about 60,000 private addresses in Britain. Its main purpose is to supply detailed information on individuals'
5 Continued representativeness of the British population is ensured by following panel members wherever they move within Britain and by a comprehensive weighting system which accounts for non-random panel attrition.
As an illustration of the degree of attrition in the BHPS, ten years after the beginning of the survey over 70% of eligible households still remained in the panel, with around 60% of them giving full interviews in each of the years (Lynn et al, 2006) . Although attrition rates through non-contact are higher among 'movers' than among 'stayers' (Buck, 2000) , previous studies have found that this is unlikely to bias results of models exploring the determinants of migration (Rabe, 2006; Rabe and Taylor, 2009) . 6 For simplicity, we refer to the male and female members of the couple as husband and wife respectively, although they may not be legally married. 7 The self-employed are excluded because the relevance of the sex-composition of occupations and the categorization into employed and unemployed are less clear for them. Individuals working in the armed forces are dropped because their episodes of migration are frequent and most often a requirement of their jobs. 8 We do not use information from the 'Scotland and Wales Extension Samples' introduced at wave 9 or from the 'Northern Ireland Household Panel Survey' introduced at wave 11.
labour market activity and employment and help to develop, manage, evaluate and report on labour market policies. We use this to construct occupational-level variables which are then matched to individuals in the BHPS by their SOC90/SOC2000 code and year. 
-Model specification
Our analysis is at the couple level. Some variables are defined in terms of characteristics of the female partner together with differences between the wife and the husband (age, education, gender-role attitudes and monthly wages), 10 while others are measured independently for either spouse (occupational characteristics) or are common for both spouses (house ownership and age of the children). Demographic variables are measured after migration (time t) in order to capture moves motivated by anticipated family situations such as having a baby, while education, house ownership and job-and occupation-related covariates are measured before migration (time t-1) to identify the bargaining conditions prevailing prior to the move. Gender-role attitudes are time-invariant by definition.
We identify three dependent variables in our models, following the prevailing traditions in the migration literature and exploiting the opportunities offered by the BHPS. First, we consider two types of job-related migration using information on the reason for moving:
moves in which the wife is a tied mover (i.e. migration is exclusively driven by the husband's job) and (ii) 'wife-friendly' work-related moves (i.e. migration benefits the wife's job exclusively or the jobs of both spouses). 11 The first is a binary variable which takes the value 1 if the couple reports moving for reasons related to the husband's job but not for the wife's job and value 0 if the couple moves for reasons unrelated to labour or does not move at all.
The second is a binary variable which takes the value 1 if the couple reports moving for reasons related to the wife's job or for reasons related to the jobs of both spouses and value 0 if the couple moves for reasons unrelated to labour or does not move. 12 We then follow a different approach and construct a third migration indicator based on the distance of the move. This is a binary variable which takes the value 1 if the household moves at least 50km.
and value 0 if the household moves less than 50km. or does not move. Migration variables based on the reason behind the move are mutually exclusive but can overlap with the distance-based indicator.
Our analytical approach is to estimate nested models. Base models estimate the relationship between occupational feminization and migration without other controls. The second set of models adds occupational-level variables measured prior to the move.
These variables match closely those in Shauman and Noonan (2007) and Shauman (2010) and are derived using information from working-age employees from the LFS (1992) (1993) (1994) (1995) (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) (2007) .
13
Since the previous literature suggests that the occupational characteristics of the wife and the husband may have different impacts on migration (Shauman, 2010) , we introduce the occupational measures of the wife and the husband rather than the occupational measures of the wife plus within-couple differences and test alternative specifications later on. We use six occupational characteristics in addition to the sex-segregation of occupations. The first captures occupation-specific unemployment rates, as we expect workers in occupations with high unemployment rates to move speculatively less often to reduce the risk of becoming unemployed. This is operationalized as the number of individuals entering unemployment 14 from a given occupation as a proportion of the number of workers in that occupation. The second variable measures how the occupation is distributed across the 13 standard British regions. Workers in occupations which are more uniformly distributed should have fewer constraints to migrate for reasons related to their spouses' jobs, since it should be easier for them to find a similar job at destination. This indicator is based on the Duncan and Duncan (1955) index of dissimilarity, and ranges from 0 (absolute geographic concentration) to 1 (absolute geographic evenness). The third variable is a measure of occupation-specific migration rates, defined as the proportion of workers in the occupation who change residence across regional boundaries in the following 12 months. We expect workers in occupations with higher migration rates to have higher probabilities of all sorts of migration. 15 This is based on aggregating the SOC90 and SOC2000 classifications into major skill groups, following Elias and McKnight (2001) and is similar to the job-level variable in van Ham et al (2001) . Groups are defined in relation to the educational, labour market experience and on-the-job training requirements of the occupation. 16 Standardizing a variable involves subtracting the sample mean from the value and dividing by the standard deviation for each case. The purpose is to prevent extremely large or small regression coefficients product of the small scale and the concentration within a narrow interval of the values for that variable.
The fully-specified set of models adds demographic and socio-economic characteristics.
17
Age is measured at t-1 and included as a continuous variable, used to proxy life-cycle effects and expected to be inversely related to migration (Courgeau, 1985) . Education is measured at time t-1. We expect more educated individuals to lead moves more often because they accumulate and process information more efficiently, enjoy greater opportunities for career advancement and search for jobs in national rather than local labour markets (Van Ham, 2002) . Gender-role attitudes have been identified as an important factor in determining the roles of husbands and wives in family moves (Bielby and Bielby, 1992) . BHPS data allow us to control for these directly using a time-invariant constructed scale of traditionalism in individuals' attitudes towards the role of women in the family and the labour market. 18 The presence of pre-school and school-age children in the household at time t is also included.
Following previous literature, this is expected to be inversely related to long-distance migration, since parents try to avoid disruptions to children's educational careers and social networks (Green, 1997; Fischer and Mallmberg, 2001) . We also add a variable capturing whether the couple owns the family home prior to the move, which is expected to reduce migration as it increases the associated direct costs (Böheim and Taylor, 2002) . Our variable on gross monthly wages is measured at time t-1 and constructed using monthly working hours and wages and therefore captures their joint effect, while wage differences between the husband and the wife approximate the domestic division of paid and unpaid labour. 
-Estimation
17 Since our focus is on occupational-level characteristics, we build a parsimonious model which excludes several covariates which are common in migration research but which do not change the estimates on our variables of interest (e.g. household income or region of residence). 18 This scale is constructed from responses to a battery of nine questions from the BHPS in which individuals are asked, on a scale from 0 to 4, the extent to which they believe that: (a) a pre-school child suffers if the mother works; (b) the family suffers if the mother works full-time; (c) a woman and a family are happier if she works; (d) husband and wife should both contribute to the household income; (e) a full-time job makes a woman independent; (f) husbands should earn and wives stay at home; (g) children need their father as much as their mother; (h) employers should help with childcare; and (i) a single parent can bring up children as well as a couple. Responses to each question are in a Likert scale from 0 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). When arranged and summed these form an index which ranges from 0 to 36 where higher values indicate more traditional/conservative sex-role views. These variables are only collected biannually in the BHPS. Therefore, we calculate the average score for each individual using the information for all the waves in which the response is observed, and treat individual beliefs towards work and the family as time-invariant. See Swaffield (2000) for a similar construct. 19 Controlling for husband's and wife's wages is essential to capture their relative contribution to household resources. However, the literature shows that wages in female-dominated occupations are lower than in other occupations due to the devaluation of such lines of work (e.g. England et al, 2004) . This implies that our wage variables may be absorbing part of the 'direct' effect of occupational sex-composition on family migration and that our estimates are downward-biased.
-Main models
We estimate models which consider each move occurring within our observation window, rather than using information on the first move only. We employ random effects (RE) panel data specifications to control for the effect of unobserved characteristics which may influence the propensity to migrate such as motivations, preferences, openness to new experiences or unmeasured productivity-related factors. 20 If not suitably allowed for, these can bias the coefficients of interest through omitted variable bias. We use the logistic distribution to account for the fact that our dependent variable has a non-linear binary nature, thus estimating RE logit models. Unlike the linear probability model, this method ensures that predicted probabilities lie between 0 and 1 and that the regression assumptions of normality and homoskedasticity are not violated. The full model can be expressed as:
…where subscripts t, c, f and m designate time, couple, female partner and male partner;
M is the underlying propensity that a binary migration indicator M takes value 1; C' is a vector of two variables capturing the presence of pre-school and school-age children in the household; H is an indicator of house ownership; G represents gender-role attitudes; S' and O' are vectors of observable socio-economic and occupational characteristics; υ is the couplespecific time-constant unobservable effect; and ε is the usual cross-sectional stochastic error term. β 0 is the model intercept and β 1 -β 8 are coefficients or vectors of coefficients to be estimated.
-Selectivity analysis
20 RE models are better suited than fixed-effects (FE) models to study migration because there is little variability in the dependent variable (i.e. couples rarely move more than once). As a drawback, RE models assume that the unobserved individual-specific effect is normally distributed with constant variance, and is independent of observables. It is now common practice to relax this assumption following Mundlak (1978) and Chamberlain (1984) by modelling the dependence between the unobserved individual-specific effects and the observables as a function of the means of the time-varying covariates (Taylor, 2007) . However, as in Rabe and Taylor (2010) , we refrain from using this technique in a migration framework as some of explanatory variables of interest (e.g. occupational sex-segregation) are expected to change precisely as a consequence of the move, introducing issues of endogeneity.
In our selectivity analyses we use simultaneous equations and jointly estimate a selection equation for the wife being employed in a female-dominated occupation and the family migration equation in a methodological framework similar to that in Lillard and Panis (1998) .
The benefit of a simultaneous equations set-up is that it exploits the properties of the multivariate normal distribution to determine the correlation between the two random terms and captures any unobserved heterogeneity affecting both outcomes (Manski et al, 1992; Lillard, 1993) . For instance, unmeasured factors such as having lower labour market attachment are likely to influence the two outcomes, because women taking up femaledominated occupations are more likely to follow their partners to the cost of their own careers. Thus, we argue that the inclusion of the common unobserved heterogeneity term via the correlation across random effects allows us to identify more accurately the impact of occupational sex-composition on migration.
Identification is achieved through the exclusion of an instrumental variable from the structural equation. This instrument should satisfy two conditions: (i) it must be significantly associated with the endogenous regressor (i.e. working in a female-dominated occupation) and, (ii) it must not be significantly correlated with the outcome variable (i.e. migration). In our analyses the instrument is a dummy variable denoting whether the wife works in public administration. This fulfils the requirements above: it is significantly associated with working in a female-dominated occupation with a pairwise correlation of 0.21 statistically significant at the 1% level, and not significantly correlated with any of the migration indicators with pairwise correlations under 0.01 which are not significant at the 10% level in all cases. The two equations can be formally written as:
…where F is the underlying propensity for the wife to work in a female-dominated occupation; P is an instrumental binary variable indicating whether the wife works in public administration and β ' 3 its associated coefficient; and the terms υ 1 and υ 2 are the couplespecific correlated random effects for the main and selection equation respectively. 
6 -Analysis Table 1 summarises the prevalence of different types of moves for dual-earner couples. In our sample, an average of 0.9% of couples move further than 50 km. each year, 0.8% move for reasons related to the husband's job, 0.4% for the jobs of both spouses and only 0.3% for the wife's job. In a given year, fewer than 2% of couples move over long distances or for work-related reasons. Over the sample period, 5.7% of couples in the sample moved further than 50km., 5.1% for the job of the husband, 2.5% for both jobs and just 1.5% for the wife's job. Around 90% of couples were never observed to move over long distances or for workrelated reasons. These results highlight a predominance of work-related husband-led moves within dual-earner couples and a limited incidence of geographic mobility favouring the wife's job. Table 2 shows the incidence of migration by the occupational sex-types of husbands and wives. 21 In almost half of the couple-year observations (49.74%) the wife works in a femaledominated occupation and the husband works in a male-dominated occupation (the 'traditional couple'). In a further 26% neither spouse works in a female-dominated occupation. The categories 'wife in a female-dominated occupation, husband in an integrated occupation' and 'wife in any occupation, husband in a female-dominated occupation' have the smallest sample sizes (12.99% and 10.88% respectively).
-Descriptive analysis
When migration is defined as moving over 50km. (column 1) migration rates are lowest when the husband works in a female-dominated occupation (0.64%) and when the wife works in a female-dominated occupation and the husband works in a male-dominated occupation (0.65%). In contrast, couples move over long distances more frequently when the husband works in an integrated occupation and the wife works in a female-dominated occupation (1.13%) and when neither spouse works in a female-dominated occupation (1.30%). When considering egalitarian moves (column 2) couples in which at least one spouse works in a female-dominated occupation move less (rates from 0.25% to 0.27%) than couples in which neither spouse works in a female-dominated line of work (0.82%). Moves in which women are tied migrants (column 3) occur more often when the husband works in an integrated occupation and the wife works in a female-dominated occupation (1.24%), while moves which favour the wife's job only (column 4) occur more frequently when only the husband works in a female-dominated occupation (0.45%) and when neither spouse works in a female-dominated occupation (0.45%). Overall, spouses working in female-dominated occupations rarely lead or co-lead moves and tend to be tied movers. In contrast, when neither spouse is employed in a female-dominated occupation we observe relatively high rates of mobility, with the exception of moves which only benefit the husband's job. These results offer preliminary support for Hypothesis 1 by suggesting that working in a femaledominated occupation reduces the chances of being a lead migrant and increases the chances of being a tied migrant for both husbands and wives.
22 Table 3 presents sample means of household characteristics by migrant status defined as ever having experienced a certain type of move, rather than as experiencing it in a given year. 23 A higher percentage of movers (24.3%-27.8%) than stayers (18.7%) has pre-school age children, with the exception of couples moving to benefit exclusively the wife's job (14%). In a similar fashion, statistically significant differences between movers and stayers for primary-school-age children only emerge between couples which never moved (26.7%) and couples experiencing wife-led migration (16.2%). Among movers, a smaller proportion 22 These descriptive statistics do not provide evidence of whether there exist couples which feature egalitarian practices regarding migration roles by moving first for the wife's and later for the husband's job (or vice versa). However, separate analyses indicate that very few couples experience the latter pattern in our data. 23 By doing this we avoid mixing migrants at time t with stayers at time t+1, although some couple-year observations (n=721) contribute information to more than one subgroup of migrants. We use the same rules for qualifications, but only (co-)lead moves if their educational advantage is high. As expected, husbands and wives have more traditional gender-role attitudes in non-moving couples and in couples undertaking husband-led migration than husbands and wives in other subgroups. The least conservative husbands are those which migrate for the jobs of both spouses, while the least conservative wives are those which migrate for the job of the wife.
The proportion of wives employed in female-dominated occupations is higher for nonmoving couples (72%) than for couples which move. Among movers, wives work more often in female-dominated occupations when migration benefits the husband's job (69%) and less often when migration benefits both jobs (54.4%). The proportion of husbands working in female-dominated occupations is relatively high when couples do not move (10.8%) and highest when they move for the wife's job (16.2%), while the proportion of husbands in integrated occupations is low among non-movers. This provides preliminary support for Hypothesis 1, as the sex-composition of the spouses' occupations seems to be associated with different types of migration.
Among wives, non-movers have the lowest average wages (£578). For husbands, wages are lowest when they move for the wife's job (£675). Husbands and wives moving for the jobs of both spouses have the highest salaries (£827 and £825 respectively). Husbands earn more than wives except when couples undertake egalitarian or wife-led migration. This suggests that wives only (co)lead migration when their economic situation is well above the average and similar or higher than that of their husbands. Consistent with the StE, we see that husbands' occupations have characteristics which promote lead migration, such as higher skill requirements, potential for wage growth and potential for occupational advancement. In contrast, wives' occupations seem to have characteristics which promote tied migration, such as being more equally distributed geographically. This occupational geographic ubiquity does not differ substantially for subgroups of husbands (from 0.874 to 0.890) and is highest among tied-migrant wives (0.913), which is consistent with our expectations. The rates of occupation-specific migration are higher for wives than husbands in the non-moving (0.20 vs. Overall, most occupational characteristics are distributed across movers and stayers in the predicted manner, offering descriptive support for our expectations on their effect on migration behaviour. Table 5 summarises work and occupational characteristics by sex and occupational sextype. Average monthly wages for wives are considerably higher when they work away from female-dominated occupations, and are highest when they work in male-dominated occupations (£864). A similar pattern emerges for husbands, but they receive highest wages when working in integrated occupations (£748). The most skilled occupations are integrated (means of 3.16 and 3.22 for wives and husbands respectively), while the few husbands and wives working in occupations dominated by the opposite sex do relatively specialized work. 
-Regression models
We now test whether the relationships between occupational feminization and family migration that emerge in the raw data are direct or indirect using multivariate regression analysis. We use three different definitions of household migration: moving a long distance to analyse investment-oriented migration (D); moving for reasons related to the job of the wife or to the jobs of both spouses to capture wife-friendly family migration (W); and moving solely for the husbands' job to analyse episodes in which the wife is a tied mover (H). Table   6 shows estimates for RE logistic regressions for the propensity of a move occurring each year. For ease of interpretation, coefficients have been exponentiated and thus transformed into odds ratios. The latter give the change in the odds of an individual experiencing a geographic move for a one-unit increase in the explanatory variable ceteris paribus. For the standardized occupational variables, the change would be that associated to a one standard deviation increase in the explanatory variable. Odd ratios higher than one indicate that a given explanatory variable increases the odds of migrating while odds ratios lower than one indicate that it decreases the odds of migrating.
Estimates from base models which include only particular combinations of occupational sex-types for the husband and the wife are presented in columns (1). Couples in which the wife works in a female-dominated occupation and the husband works in a male-dominated occupation are most common, and are used as the reference category. In models of longdistance (D) and wife-friendly migration (W) the odds of moving for couples in which neither spouse works in a female-dominated occupation are around two times those of the traditional couple. This effect is not present in the model of moves which benefit the husband's job only (H). In long-distance (D) and wife-as-tied-mover models (H), couples in which the husband works in an integrated occupation and the wife works in a female-dominated occupation are significantly more likely than the traditional couple to move, with odds 69% and 64% higher respectively. However, the effect works in the opposite direction in wife-friendly models (W), in which the odds of moving for couples in which the husband works in an integrated occupation and the wife works in a female-dominated occupation are 46% of those for the traditional couple (although this effect is only marginally significant). Therefore, the raw data indicate that working in a female-dominated occupation reduces the probability of being a lead migrant, especially when it is the husband who works in such occupations, and increases the chances of being a tied migrant.
Specifications in columns (2) add occupational characteristics to base models. In these models, differences in family migration between couples with different combinations of occupational sex-types are no longer statistically significant. The exception are couples in which the husband works in an integrated occupation and the wife works in a femaledominated occupation, which move significantly less often to benefit the job of the wife or the jobs of both spouses (W) compared to the traditional couple (0.391). As predicted by StE, some of the occupational characteristics have a direct effect on family migration. For longdistance moves (D), the odds ratios on the occupation-specific migration rate (1.224), potential for wage growth (1.220) and potential for career advancement (1.262) are positive and statistically significant for the husband. For the wife, only the specific migration rate has a positive and statistically significant effect (1.169). These results suggest that investmentoriented migration occurs more often when the husband has opportunities for career advancement. In the wife-as-tied-mover model (H), the occupation-specific migration rates of both spouses have a positive and statistically significant impact, with associated odds ratios of 1.408 and 1.220 for husbands and wives respectively. In the wife-friendly model (W), the wife's occupation-specific migration rate affects geographic mobility positively (1.346), while her occupation-specific unemployment rate decreases the odds of moving (0.684). The importance of working in an occupation in which individuals tend to move geographically is thus highlighted in all models. In relation to our hypotheses, these results indicate that, before controlling for socio-demographic and work-related factors, some occupational characteristics are significantly associated to migration, while occupational sex-segregation has only limited impacts. This contradicts Hypothesis 1, which predicted a direct effect of the sex-composition of occupations on family migration and provides support for Hypothesis 2, expecting no relationship after occupational controls are added.
Estimates in columns (3) are from fully-specified models which add socio-economic characteristics. Estimates on the occupational sex-composition variables remain qualitatively unchanged and mostly statistically insignificant. This is consistent with Hypothesis 2 and reaffirms the finding that occupational sex-segregation has very few direct effects on migration. 24 As before, the exception are the lower rates of wife-friendly migration across properties. Conversely, for those occupational characteristics which remain statistically 24 In separate analyses we added socio-economic variables to base models and found that the effects of occupational sex-segregation on migration tend to disappear, which is also consistent with Hypothesis 2. We also explored which individual variables suppress the statistically significant effects of occupational sexsegregation on family migration observed in base models in a step-wise fashion. In long-distance (D) and wifeas-tied-mover (H) models education and monthly wages are the most important demographic variables in explaining the impacts of the sex-segregation of occupations. Among occupational characteristics, migration rate, skill level and potential for wage growth also mediate the effect. Overall, these results suggest that the human capital assets and the current and prospective wages of the spouses are the principal mediators of the raw effects of occupational sex-segregation on family migration.
significant in the presence of such a comprehensive set of control variables, we have strong evidence that they have a net impact on the migration behaviour of couples.
The parameters on the socio-economic control variables are mostly consistent with expectations. Couples with more educated wives are more likely to move long distances, which may be part of the 'lead mover -tied mover' effect often found in the literature.
Having pre-school age children significantly increases the odds of moving to benefit the job of the husband (H) by a factor of 1.702, while decreasing the likelihood that the couple takes into account the wife's job when moving (W) by a factor of 0.551. This suggests that a high proportion of tied-mover and tied-stayer wives tend to be primary carers Our main results indicate that the sex-composition of the occupations of husbands and wives does not have a direct effect on family migration, since the odds ratios on these variables are in almost all cases statistically insignificant after controlling for confounding factors. Table 7 shows results obtained when specifying occupational sex-segregation in several other ways. 25 This allows us to test the robustness of our findings and to assess other dimensions of occupational sex-composition (e.g. sex-differences or within-couple bargaining). In these specifications, sex-segregation is included as that in the wife's and the husband's occupations separately and as four different combinations. Results again suggest 25 We also tried an alternative specification of occupational characteristics similar to that in Shauman (2010) in which each of these characteristics enters the migration model as (i) a variable denoting the absolute difference within the couple; (ii) a variable denoting whether the husband's value is higher; and (iii) an interaction term between these two variables. The first term captures how the characteristic influences bargaining within the couple; the second captures the role of the characteristic in making men lead migrants and women tied migrants; and the third captures the sex-difference in the returns to the characteristic and tests for gender symmetry. The resulting coefficients are significant less often than those in Table 7 , which indicates that the effect of occupational characteristics on family migration varies by sex, and that these do not enter the couple's premigration bargaining. Alternatively, it can be argued that the latter models are too complex given the low incidence of migration episodes in our sample.
that (a) working in a female-dominated occupation is negatively associated with migration for both husbands and wives and (b) this effect is stronger when it is the husband who works in such occupations. However, the coefficients on the sex-segregation variables are mostly statistically insignificant in the fully-specified models, which supports our previous finding that occupational sex-composition has no direct effect on family migration.
We expected results to vary in models which control for the selection occurring if wives with little or no commitment to the labour market choose to work in female-dominated occupations. Results from the selectivity-corrected models are shown in Table 8 . The validity of the instrumental variable (whether the wife works in public administration) is reinforced by its statistically significant and large odds ratios in the selection equations. Furthermore, including the instrument in the migration equations yielded statistically insignificant odds ratios for such variable in all cases (results not shown). In base models, the propensity to move for couples in which neither spouse works in a female-dominated occupation is not significantly different to that of the traditional couple in specifications D and W, while in the wife-as-tied-mover model (H) it is now larger and statistically significant, with an associated odds ratio of 1.636. For investment-oriented (D) and wife-friendly (W) migration models we observe negative and statistically significant correlations between the random effects in the structural and selection equations of -0.421 and -0.436 respectively. This implies that couples in which wives work in female-dominated occupations have unobserved characteristics which do not favour such moves. In contrast, there is a statistically significant correlation of 0.410 when migration is defined as moving exclusively for the husband's job (H), suggesting that couples in which wives work in female-dominated occupations have unobserved characteristics which predispose wives to be tied migrants. In fully specified models, selection mechanisms disappear and the significance of the correlations between the random terms of the main and the secondary equations fall. This indicates that the socio-economic and occupational controls capture the sources of selection (i.e. the sources of selection are observable rather than unobservable). The exception is the wife-friendly model (W), in which the correlation of the random effects is still negative and statistically significant with an associated coefficient of -0.408. This suggests that certain characteristics still not captured in the model predispose couples in which wives work in female-dominated occupations to avoid geographic moves which benefit the wife's job. Hence, we find only little evidence of selectivity, although the results from these models provide useful insights for a better understanding of the phenomena under consideration.
-Discussion
Our results initially suggest that individuals working in female-dominated occupations have lower propensities to move. In line with HCT, these individuals also lead moves less often, which can be explained by lower expected work-related returns through migration.
Additionally, working in a female-dominated occupation makes wives more likely to be tied movers when matched to husbands working in integrated occupations. The inclusion of occupational and socio-economic characteristics to our models yields a more direct effect of the sex-composition of occupations on family migration and, in fact, makes most of its impacts disappear. This demonstrates that the sex-segregation of occupations only has an indirect effect on the migration behaviour of families.
In the literature, residential mobility is often viewed in conjunction with job mobility.
Individuals with migration-friendly characteristics or in occupations with migration-friendly characteristics would be more likely to engage in geographic relocation in general and for their own career progression. We have shown that the characteristics of female-dominated occupations (e.g. lower opportunities for career growth or career advancement) and of individuals working in such lines of work (e.g. lower wages or skills) are less favourable to both job-related and long-distance migration than those of other workers and occupations.
Therefore, the effect of occupational feminization as a catalyst for tied migration and a deterrent for lead migration observed originally seems to be the product of these tangible inequalities rather than of a process of structural devaluation of the work predominantly done In line with the StE, we find some evidence of an effect of other occupational characteristics on household migration. In this respect, our results show that the specific migration rates of the occupations of both spouses, the unemployment rate of the occupation of the wife, and the geographic ubiquity, potential for wage growth and potential for career advancement of the occupation of the husband have independent effects on different types of household migration. Other occupational variables such as the geographic ubiquity of the wife's occupation and the specific unemployment rate and skill level of the husband's occupation remain close to the threshold of statistical significance or become statistically significant in alternative specifications.
Given that husbands are rarely tied migrants or the only spouse in a female-dominated occupation, it is difficult to make categorical judgements regarding gender (a)symmetry in the effect of occupational sex-segregation and occupational characteristics on migration (Hypothesis 3). For gender symmetry to occur, we would expect husband's characteristics to be more migration-friendly than those of wives, so this could explain their higher rates of lead migration. An inspection of the characteristics of husbands and wives indicates that the former are indeed better educated, have higher wages and more advantageous occupational characteristics than the latter when moving to benefit their jobs. However, in regression models in which wives are tied migrants, differences between husband and wife do not appear to be the most important drivers of migration. Instead, husband-led migration is more strongly predicted by traditional gender-role attitudes and the presence of pre-school age children. The fact that the potential for wage growth and for career advancement of the occupation only have a significant effect for husbands also hints at the existence of gender asymmetry in the impact of occupational characteristics on family moves, as it suggests that these migration-friendly characteristics only matter for males. Descriptive evidence indicates that in egalitarian and wife-led moves wives are more educated and earn more than their husbands. However, in multivariate analysis we observe that instead of these or other indicators of career progression, it is the lack of dependent children which more strongly predicts wife-friendly moves. In line with findings from studies of wage determination, we found the effect of having children to produce contrasting outcomes across sexes, as it promotes lead migration among husbands and tied migration among wives. Altogether, it seems that, when wives move for their own careers, it is important that they are considerably better positioned in the labour market than the average woman and than their husbands, and that they have a partner who also benefits from migration. At the structural level, the selectivity-corrected estimates suggest that there are unobserved characteristics which predispose couples in which the woman works in a female-dominated occupation not to move for their jobs or the jobs of both spouses.
The validity of our results may be hindered by the limitations of the data available and by the choice of methods. First, dependencies between locations of work and residence are better understood as parallel processes. A change in the location of an individual's workplace frequently requires a change in his place of residence, as commuting costs become unaffordable, while the opposite is also true (Van Ham, 2002) . Event history methods which capture both time-to-events and durations may be well suited to improve our understanding of the direction of causality between these two processes. We have not used these techniques because our sample is composed of relatively short duration intervals and because residential spells have unknown starting times and are therefore left-censored, which would increase the complexity of the analysis.
Second, despite using data from the largest panel dataset in the UK, the number of migration episodes is very low: 118 moves for the job of the husband, 43 for the job of the wife and 58 for the jobs of both, out of which 126 are over long distances. 26 The scarcity of such moves is hardly surprising, since dual-earner couples are known to have lower migration propensities than those couples in which one spouse is out of employment (Cooke, 2008) . As a result, separate models analysing the determinants of moves motivated by the jobs of both spouses and of moves motivated exclusively by the wife's job could not be estimated. A comparison between the latter and models in which the move is motivated solely by the husband's career would have been helpful to explore gender (a)symmetry in more depth.
More importantly, the small sample sizes often resulted in relative large (economically significant) but imprecisely estimated (statistically insignificant) parameters on the sexcomposition and occupational-level variables. 27 This may suggest that these coefficients could have been statistically significant had the sample size and the power of the analyses been higher. The small sample sizes also prevented us from analysing the effects of all potential permutations of occupational sex-types within couples.
Third, new types of family situations which compete directly with family migration have developed and gained in importance in recent years (Boyle et al, 1999) . For example, partnered people are now more likely to 'live apart together' (LAT), commute long distances or share residence only partially (e.g. during weekends). This poses further challenges for the analysis of household migration. In this paper we exclude stable partners who have different regular residences and couples that dissolve after the move. However, these are not a random sample, and may be more likely to include individuals who move for their own careers or who hold certain attitudes. Ignoring this may bias our results to the extent these competing processes are now prevalent. For example, couples with high incentives to move in our sample may be more 'tolerant' than the excluded ones insofar they would be less likely to impose their occupational advantage and more likely to accept moving only when both spouses benefit, as reflected by the fact that they do not experience dissolution or temporary separation.
Fourth, it has been proposed that migration requires time-consuming preparation which is often delegated to the spouse with lower labour market attachment (Markham and Pleck, 1986; McCollum, 1990) . If female-dominated occupations have low career prospects, individuals working in these occupations would be overrepresented among those who exit the labour market to organise the move. Thus, the absence of the predicted effect of working in a female-dominated occupation on family migration may be the product of the selection of individuals previously working in such occupations out of employment before the move. In this article, we controlled for the selection mechanism occurring if wives who are not careeroriented have 'negative' unobserved characteristics which make them more likely to choose female-dominated occupations instead of other more demanding occupations and also to become tied movers. However, it is possible that wives who remain in female-dominated occupations rather than exiting paid employment altogether to organise the move may have 'positive' unobserved characteristics which make them less likely to be tied movers. If so, our estimates on the effect of working in a female-dominated occupation on migration for the husband's job would be downward-biased, while those of moving at least partially for the wife's job would be upward-biased. Accounting for this in the present paper would have required a much more complex double-selection framework. 
-Conclusion
Although the idea that the characteristics of men's and women's occupations may affect the family migration process has appeared repeatedly in academic articles on migration for the past three decades, few empirical analyses have tackled this issue. In this article we have explored the role of occupational characteristics and occupational sex-segregation as determinants of household migration explicitly, using a sample of dual-earner couples from the BHPS and occupational-level information from the LFS, and relying on a range of descriptive statistics and random effects panel data models. Key results show that the vast majority of the effects of the sex-segregation of the occupations of the wife and the husband on family migration are mediated by the socio-economic and occupational characteristics of the spouses. This suggests that the devaluation of female-dominated lines of work in the larger society does not play a part in the intra-couple bargaining preceding the geographic relocation of families. As for the US labour market, some occupational characteristics such as the occupation-specific migration rate and potential for wage growth and career advancement are significant predictors of household migration.
With regard to theory, the results of this paper stress the need to consider the characteristics of the occupations of the wife and the husband when comparing their roles in the family migration process. Recent policy concerns over geographic mobility in Western societies have concentrated on the progressive decrease in the observed levels of internal migration, which is argued to have detrimental effects for the larger economy, and on the lack of consideration of the career prospects of wives in family migration decisions. Our findings contribute to these debates by demonstrating that, in the face of a progressive labour market integration of wives reflected in wages and hours of work more similar to those of husbands, gender-roles are still embedded in the characteristics of male-and female-dominated occupations. We also show that, when wives and husbands occupy comparable positions in the labour market, families are more likely to migrate, but such moves still tend to favour husbands' careers. Therefore, beyond measures aimed at changing the distribution of men and women across occupations, family policies should promote even more strongly the centrality of both spouses' careers if gender equality at home and at work and higher levels of internal migration are real policy objectives.
Data-wise, future research on this area may wish to reproduce our analyses using a dataset which collects information from a higher number of movers. The recently released Understanding Society panel study, which interviews individuals living in over 40,000
households each year and which encompasses the BHPS sample, may be a useful source of data once the number of waves available increases. Methodologically, the ideas in this article
could be refined to be tested using event history models which take into account duration dependence. Theoretically, we find it necessary to analyse whether internal migration has an effect on the sex-composition of the occupations taken up by recent tied and lead migrants.
This would complement the limited body of existing literature showing that tied migrants not only suffer from job losses and reduced earnings after episodes of mobility, but also experience further changes in their labour market situation and endure other forms of underemployment (see e.g. Morrison and Lichter, 1988) . Notes: Couple-year observations. Percentages do not add up to 100 because moving over 50km. and moving for work-related reasons are not mutually exclusive. 
-Tables
Notes: Couple-year observations. NM = Never moved; 50km. = Ever moved long-distance; Both = Ever moved for both spouses' jobs; Him = Ever moved for husband's job, Her = Ever moved for wife's job. MD = Male-dominated; INT = Integrated; FD = Female-dominated. Notes: Couple-year observations. NM = Never moved; 50km. = Ever moved long-distance; Both = Ever moved for both spouses' jobs; Him = Ever moved for husband's job, Her = Ever moved for wife's job. Significance of t-tests comparing each subgroup of movers against non-movers: * 0.05. Notes: Person-year observations. NM = Never moved; 50km. = Ever moved long-distance; Both = Ever moved for both spouses' jobs; Him = Ever moved for husband's job, Her = Ever moved for wife's job. Significance of t-tests comparing each subgroup of movers against non-movers: * 0.05. Notes: Random effects models for all observed moves. Couple-year observations. Exponentiated coefficients (odds ratios). Covariates as in Table 6 Notes: Random effects simultaneous equations models to correct for selection into female-dominated occupations. Couple-year observations. Exponentiated coefficients (odds ratios). Covariates as in Table 6 . Dependent variables: D = Long-distance migration; W = Moved for wife's job or for the jobs of both spouses; H = Moved for husband's job. MD = Male-dominated; INT = Integrated; FD = Female-dominated. Reference category for occupational sex-segregation variable: Husband in MD occupation and wife in FD occupation. Significance levels: *** 0.01, ** 0.05, * 0.1, + 0.2.
